Introduction
That scientists might be unaware of the implications of their work does not make them any less mediators or marketeers of political ideas; for many this is a studied innocence. We need to appreciate better the contingencies of scientific knowledge, and especially what is foregone in the choice of one particular course over another. This is why the political history of science asks: Why do we know this and not that? Who gains from knowledge of this and not that? (Schiebinger, 1993: 8-9) Straddling the boundary between the sciences and humanities, anthropology is self-consciously responsible to both intellectual traditions and to its objects of study. However intellectually schismatic the field of anthropology is today, the HGDP presents ideological concerns to all contemporary practitioners. have challenged and in many respects recast the practice of anthropological research by not only countering notions of an objective social scientist, but also, perhaps more importantly, forcing anthropologists to deconstruct their 'locatedness' in terms of political economy.
As this article intimates, however, the task of delineating the 'locatedness' of the anthropologist perdures, and anthropologists from all the subdisciplines have continued to confront issues of locatedness within shifting configurations of political-economic power. Nowhere has this struggle with locatedness been more apparent among anthropologists than those working with indigenous populations. Virtually all anthropologists working with indigenous communities over the last 20 or so years have had to confront significant issues of locatedness: archaeologists with the repatriation of native skeletal remains and cultural artifacts and social-cultural anthropologists with access to native communities. As the Diversity Project controversy and the PNG patent reveals, biological anthropologists too are increasingly being drawn into political contexts in which the collection of biological data has become a politically embedded practice constitutive of larger relationships of power.
It is not my intention here, however, as a social-cultural anthropologist, to suggest that the Diversity Project controversy is germane only to biological anthropologists, nor to imply that HGDP's public relations problems are representative of genetic anthropology, itself a rather diverse field (see Marks, 1995b) . Rather, the perspective adopted here suggests that the HGDP is an important case study relevant to all types of anthropologists, not only because it represents an opportunity to continue in the tradition of a reflexive anthropology, but also because, perhaps more importantly, it demonstrates how international economic trends are creating and cementing new global economies, and how these in turn are problematizing anthropological research vis-a-vis indigenous populations.
The contemporary political-economic context which challenges both the work and locatedness of archaeologists, social-cultural and biological anthropologists is, I suggest, characterized by two distinct trends, both of which I explore in relation to the HGDP and the PNG patent.
The first trend, the globalization of the economy (under the hegemony of a neo-liberal agenda), points to the changing context of political-economic power in which anthropological research is conducted. Global Roberts, 1989 Roberts, , 1991b . Sponsored by the National Institute of Health (NIH) and the Department of Energy (DOE), the HGP proposed to chart the roughly 100,000 genes that make up the human genome. The authors of the letter argued that the HGP was flawed because it was confining its genetic sampling to largely white, northern populations, thereby betraying an ethnocentric bias by being too narrowly focused on AngloEuropean populations. Seeking to correct this, the authors felt that a broader sampling of ethnic populations would not only better the project's goal to combat common human diseases, but also enable anthropological efforts to reconstruct the story of human evolution and explore issues of human adaptation (see Kidd et al., 1993) . In the letter to Genomics, CavalliSforza, Cook-Deegan and Wilson asked researchers worldwide to collect DNA samples from indigenous populations and establish a genetic database before these populations became extinct (Ross, 1993: 17) . Their plan was to have researchers extract blood samples from 25 individuals in each population and have them preserved in permanent cell lines for further research and study (Lock, 1994: 603 (see RAFI, 1993 (see RAFI, , 1994a (see RAFI, , 1994b Harry, 1994 ( Jenkins, 1987: 413 (Jenkins, 1987: 418-19 Roberts, 1992a Roberts, , 1992b . While the scientific objectives and methodology of the project received criticism from several anthropologists (see, for example, Marks, 1995a) , other anthropologists were concerned about the 'colonial' flavor of the endeavor (Goodman, 1996; Lock, 1997: 231-4 (Kuper, 1988: 5). For several anthropologists, then, HGDP statements about using indigenous genetic samples to reconstruct human history smacked uncomfortably of the tradition of primitivism in anthropology (Lock, 1997: 233) .
While several biological anthropologists assumed critical postures vis-avis the HGDP, questions about the HGDP also found a foothold in subdisciplinary divides. When HGDP founder Cavalli-Sforza commented, for example, that critics of the project were largely cultural types, who were not 'real' scientists but more like 'philosophers or social critics' (Gutin, 1994: 74), he was not only incorrect in the light of the biological critique but also exacerbated the troublesome schism between biological and social anthropologists (see Holden, 1993 Butler, 1995: 37) .
Yet, despite the deepening conflict engulfing the HGDP, there were some who continued to ask, so why all the fuss? The practice of taking blood samples from field subjects, after all, was not something new to anthropology (Gutin, 1994: 72 Anderson, 1991: 485; Gorman, 1993: 57; Marshall, 1994: 25; Roberts, 1991a: 11 (Aldhous, 1991: 785) . Indeed, the push to patent genes has led some critics of biotechnology to speculate that the entire human genome will have been patented by governments, and biotech and pharmaceutical companies by the year 2000 (Rifkin, 1993: viii (Anderson, 1993: 300; Erickson, 1991: 112 Anderson, 1993; Erickson, 1991: 112; Wadman, 1996 Dickson, 1994; Marshall, 1991; Nature, 1991 (Kimbrell, 1996a Leff, 1994; RAFI, 1993 RAFI, , 1994a RAFI, , 1994b RAFI, , 1995 . The substantial profits to be gained from the use of these samples, then, has made indigenous DNA a potentially valuable commodity within the biotech industry (see Calestous, 1995; Shiva, 1991 Shiva, , 1993 (Correa, 1995 Lipschutz, 1992 (Gutin, 1994: (Kahn, 1994 (1978) , Brockway (1979) , Crosby (1986 ), Jardine et. al. (1996 and Philip (1996) .
12 See also Anderson (1991: 485-6 ), Aldhous (1991: 785) , Nature (1991: 171) , and Wuethrich (1993: 154-7 (Kimbrell, 1996b 
